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The Cutting Edge:
Soviet Mechanized Infantry in .
Combined-Arms Operations

Summary The Soviets consider mechanized infantry essential for sustained success on
{nformation available the nuclear or conventional battleficld. Mechanized infantry would be
asaf 1 Jusc 1987 critical not only for uniquely infantry roles such as close assault, but also

was used in this repart.

for opcrations in urban areas and rough terrain and for exploiting
breakthroughs by dcfcating NATO rcscrvcs and prcvcnlmg N%TO from
reestablishing a coherent defense. -

combincd-arms formations based on iicuiauiccu 1antry anu tanks sup-
ported by artillery have replaced prcdomlnanlly tank formations as the
main component of Soviet land combat powe:

Thesc changes are driven by the Sovict belief that improvements in
NATO's defensive capability, especially the increased stability of its
tactical dcfensive zone, threaten the ability of tank formations to operaltc
independently. The Soviets attribute NATO's enhanced defensive capab:h«
ty to technological advances such as anulank zuided mussiles and to
improvements in force structurc

The growmg role assigned to Soviet mechanized. infantry has been made
possible by improvements in force quality and organization, including:

* A substantial increase in the combat power of a motorized rifle division
(MRD) through the fielding of new and better jpfantry vehicles and more
artillery, antiaircraft, and antitank system.

: he Soviets now consider an MRD at least as powerful as a tank
division.

A significant increasc in the amount of motorized infantry within tank
divisions. Since the mid-1970s, motorized rifle battalions have been
added to tank regiments. Along with additional artillery, this has
transformed tank regiments into more capable combined-arms units and
has substantially increased the total number of motorized infantry units
in the Soviet [orces.

The replacement of whecled infantry vehicies with more powerful and
better protected tracked infantry vehicles. The Sovicts have apparently
decided to convert many MRDs, especially in the groups of forces in
Central Europe and the western military districts of the USSR, to an ali-
tracked structure, discarding the traditional mix of wheeled and tracked
infantry vehicles. This process has just begun. Because of cost con-
straints, we do not expect all Sovict forces to adopt the afl-tracked

structure.
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« The experimental formation of new organizations that usc even more
mechanized infantry in combined-arms opcrations. Two new army corps,
with an unprecedented combination of infantry and tanks at battalion
level, have been developed over the last four years. Up to three additional
army corps of this type may be formed by the end of the decade —

A number of constraints, however, scrve to limit the capability of Soviet
mechanized infantry to fulfill demanding tasks assigned to it:

tiveness of mechanized'infantry forces. £ senior Sovict officers
indicate serious concern about the capability or combat officers (battalion
to division) to master the complexities of directing combined-arms
operations. The mixing of mechanized infantry and tanks at battalion
level in the new army corps probably is an attempt to simplify command
and control of combined-arms operations.

= Longstanding problems with command and conﬁwill limit the effec-

Tke basic element of Soviet mechanized infantry—the squad—has
declined in size from 14 to 10 men over the last three decades and can
now deploy only seven men for dismounted assaults. The need to provide
a crew for the infantry vehicle and the increase in the number of fire-
support weapons have been among the factors responsible for the
shrinkage in the number of rificmen available for dismounted assaults,

* fthe decrease in the size of
incchanized intantry squaus comes at a time when the dismounted
assault role of infantry has become increasingly important. The reduction
will make sustained operations of this type more difficult.

Deficiencies in specialized and realistic training will make it difficult for
infantry to implement more flexible tactics and to opcrate in urban and
rough terrain. Training problems will also hinder battalion-level com-
bined-arms integration. New tactics and organizations devcloped since
the mid-1970s will place additional burdens on alrcady overworked and
undertrained junior officers and scnior noncommissioned officers.
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« Shortcomings in the number of infantry vehicles would limit the rapid
concentration of divisions to provide capable reinforcements for opera-
tions in Central Europe and to conduct operations in secondary theaters.
Production of modern infantry vehicles has been sufficient to almost
completely equip Soviet MRDs in Central Europe and the western USSR
with their authorized complement. But ncarly half of the remaining
MRDs lack their full complement of infantry vehicles and probably
would make up the shortfall with civilian trucks. We project that infantry
vehicle production over the next 10 years will be sufficient to maintain al-
ready modernized forces and to cxpand slowly the number of fully
equipped MRDs in the rest of the USSP

Despite these shortfalls, in a conventional war in Europe, NATO soldiers
would be faced with largé numbers of Soviet mechanized infantry cquipped
with well-protected, heavily armed, and mancuverable infantry vehicles.
The firepower and protection margins of Pact infantry vehicles will put
most current NATO infantry vehicles at a significant disadvantag *
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The Cutting Edge:
Soviet Mechanized Infantry ’n_u
Combined-Arms Operations

Introduction

Since the late 1960s the Soviets have become increas-
ingly concerned with conventional war ﬁzhtingc

he Soviets no
longer teel confident that war in C al Europe
against NATO would begin with, or quickly escalate
to usc of, nuclear weapons. They now believe that a
conventional conflict might be protracted or even
terminated without ever going nuclear. This has
prompted the Soviets to devote greater attention to
conventional operations and the capability to cogduct
such operations on the European battlefielc ~

This doctrinal reassessment was influenced by two
other developments that led the Soviets to attach
greater importance to mechanized infantry on the
modern battlefield. First, and most important, was the
Sovict perception of the increased capability of
NATO defenses, given technological advances such as
antitank guided missiles and improvements in NATO
force structure. These have caused the Soviets to
reinforce the role of infantry in combined-arms
operations

Second were Soviet evaluations of combat during the
1973 Arab-Isracli wai c

3

The Soviets call their infantry “motorized rifle” units.
In fact, their firstline units meet the Soviet definition
of mechanized infantry, that is, combined-arms units
composed of infantry equipped with armored infantry
vehicles, tanks, and artillery. The lack of infantry

vehicles in many of the Soviets’ rear-echelon divisions,

ret o

however, would compel them to employ truck-mount-
ed infantry units or motorized infantry. This type of
unit is transported in trucks or lightly armored vehi-
cles, generally without tanks. A modern example of a
motorized infantry unit is the British Territorial
Army brigade, which is equipped with the Saxon
armored personnel carrier (APC). There are also light
infantry units, which do not have organic motor
transport. An example is the US 82nd Airborne
Divisign, The Soviets do not ficld any light infantry
unit:

Soviet Pessimism Concerning
the Conventional Battlefield

Soviet military planners have become increasingly
concerned with NATO's growing conventional defen-
sive capability. They believe that NATO exploitation
of new military technology and improvements in its
force structure arc increasingly calling into question
their ability to dominate the conventional battlefield.
The Soviets consider the vastly improved hit-and-kill
probabilites of such modern weapons as the Hellfire
antitank guided missile (ATGM) and Copperhead
precision guided munition o represent a qualjtatively
new threat to their forces. | :d have
stated that these new weapons would lead to a vast
in/crcasc in ruction on the modern battlefield.
d.jx;inl to the serious Syrian losses in

m two days of limited fighting in Lebanon in 1983
as an example

The almost complete mechanization of NATO ground
forces in Central Europe is a major concern of Sovict
planncrs. NATO armored formations now possess
greatly increased firepower and could quickly react to
Sovict thrusts, rapidly altering force ratios on the
Soviets' main axis, thereby disrupting their oicralion-

al planning". 4o kfstates
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that it will be exceptionally difficult to prevent the
concentration of NATO reserves opposite Soviet at-
tack axcs because of the mechanization of NATO
forces

Warsaw Pact analyses of modern NATO defenses
exhibit a particular concern about the greatly in-

creased threat to Pact tank forces. In 2 1978 unclassi- '

ficd article in Voennyi Vestnik (Military Herald),
Soviet Major General Biryukov (a professor at the
Frunze Combined-Arms Academy) projected that a
Soviet tank battalion independently attacking a
NATO mechanized infantry company would suffer
casualties of at Jeast SO percent without a guarantee
of success e

There is ample precedent for such projections and
concerns. As a result of their study of World War 11
combat operations, for example, the Soviets found
that in an attack, on average, they lost 30 to 40
percent of tanks committed. The bulk of these losses
(88 percent) were the direct result of German antitank
fire. Of course, modern NATQ antitank weapons are
not only more numerous but more cffective as well.
Although we do not know the current Soviet qualita-
tive assessment of NATO's overall antitank capabili-
ty, the comparison in the table of average NATO
antitank weapons densities to World War I1 German
densities shows the destructive potential of NATO
defenses. Clearly, the number of tanks and antitank
weapons in a kilometer (km) of front has increased
significantly. The increascd capability of these sys-
tems as well provides a gencral appreciation of the
kind of problem the Soviets forese
Soviet Solutions
General Biryukov recommended that infantry, sup-
ported by tanks and artillery, be used to ciear away
NATO antitank defenses before tank units were
committed. From our analysis of .
an examination of changes made in their
force structure and excrcises, we believe they have
adopted precisely that solution. In the last 10 ycars,
Sovict fire-support weapons have improved and be-
come much more numerous. Artillery (including self-
propelled picces) at division level and below has been

Weapons Densities in Select Battalions
(per kilometer of front)

Tanks Aalitank Machineguns
. Weapons
1944 German batulion 50 7 81010 12015
NATO battalion 1210172 30t04S S0to75¢*
heavy

s Excludes 50 to 60 APCs or infantry fighting vehicles (IFVs).
® Excludes 50 light machineguns.

increased in both numbers and in weight. Soviet
army- and front-level ! artillery has been expanded
and strengthened with the addition of such new
systems as the BM-27 multiple rocket launcher. The
Sovicts have also developed innovative concepts such
as the reconnaissance fire complex—designed to pro-
vide more timely and accurate support—to exploit the
increase in available firc-support weapons. There has
been a similar growth in the firc support nrovided by
Soviet fixed- and rotary-wing aircraf’

In addition to increasing the numbers and quality of
offensive weapons, the Soviets are also taking defen-
sive steps, including employing courttermeasures
against the most important NATO antiarmor weap-
ons—the TOW and Hel'f-- ATGMs and the Copper-
head guided projectile

Mechanized Infantry Missions

The Sovicts consider infantry crucial to three specific
types of assault activity: breakthrough of NATO
tactical defenses, assauvlt< an urban areas, and as-
saults in rough terrai

A front is a joint-forces command roughly cquivai-=~* 10 a NATO
army group and itsassociated tactical air forc




Assaulting Prepared NATO Defenses
Soviet writings indicate that, using traditional meth-
ods of attack dominated by tanks, the Sovicts no
longer cxpect to break through NATO dcfenses with-
out paying an exorbitant price. Previously, they
planned to exploit deficiencies in NATO defenses to
outflank and bypass strongpoints and to achieve high
dai es of advance. By the mid-1970s, Soviet

" .¥ndicated that not only were the gaps closed,
wut 1t would also be impossible to pierce NATO
defenses unless a Sovict front was considerably rein-
forced. Recent Sovietf © © = Jeflect the same pessi-
mism about tank-led Ul ......ough attempts. Refer-
cnces o quick breakthroughs have been replaced in
Pac'E jy such terms as “agonized gnawing™
througe 14110 defense .

The Soviets have initiated a number of measures
intended to rgstore high offensive tempo. Analysis of
C e indicalcs that they will assign mecha-
nizeo anrantry rather than tarks to lead breakthrough
operations. Sovic'E' jpcciﬁcally advise against

the use of tank diviscua. ... first-cchelon assaults by
fronts. Formerly, the Sovicts belicved that the weak-
ness of NATO defenses made the use of tank divisions
in the first echelon expedient, leading to a rapid
breakthrough. They evidently altered their planning
tccausc of both the vulnerabilities of tank forces and
the growth of the combat power of infantry units (scc
figurc 1). Now tank divisions arc (o be withheld for
cxploiting breakthroughs created by the infantry.

In some situations, however, the Savicts probably still

would cmploy tank d:ivisions st-cchelon assault
force I:L —njL‘in conditions
\—\- -
where the enemy delense s weak or hastily prepared.,
the weight, speed, and shock of a massed tank attack
could still quickly pierce the defenses. Losses might be
heavy, but not crippling. This may explain the contin-
ucd presence of large numbers of tank divisions (11 of
19) in the Group of Sovict Forces in Germany
(GSFG). If uscd in ficst-cchelon assaults, many of
these would probably be committed against scctors
the Sovicets consider weak. For example, the 3rd
Shock Army. composed only of tank divisions, would
probably opcrate against the [ British Corps, consid-
cced by the Sovicts among the weakest of the major
NATO ficld florce:

/

Figure 1
Soviet Perception of Growth in Combat Power
of Motorized Rifle Division. 1960-85
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thewe worcs. lt was composed of one BMP regiment and ¢wo
BTR regimenis Each cquipment catagory was scorcd spacascly
4nd (hen added (o ahiaia toul streagih {or the division

The development of tnlantry vehicles ! and thetr inte-
gration into the combined-arms force have presented
the Sovicets with novel tactical problems centered on
two related but still varesolved concerns: how infantry
vehicles and tanks would be coordinated in a com-
bined assault and at what point infantry should
dismount from their infantry vehicles and continue
the assault on foct ’

According to unclassified writings from the late 1960s
10 the carly 1970s, the Soviets developed solutions
that had infantry vchicles operating cither alone or

“The icem infuntry vehicle 8 used 1o include both teacked (FVs and
wlheeled APCs. The Sovicts often usc these terms interchangeably.

%




with tanks in the assault. The onboard infantry would
deliver fire from inside the vehicle and would not
conduct dismounted assaults. The writings also indi-
cated that the weight of the combined infantry and
armor attack and the hcavy volumc of firc would
overwhelm enemy defense:

Two cveats caused the Sovicts (o recvaluate these
tactical concepts. Onc was their growing realization
that NATO development and fielding of ATGMs
presented a qualitatively new threat to armored at-
tacks. The other was the lesson they learned from the
1973 Arab-Isracli war. The Sovicts were shaken by
the sound defeat suffered by Syrian forces, which had
used Soviet tactics and equipment. Syrian mecha-
nized infantry remained mounted during assaults on
Isracli positions in the Golan Hceights and suffered
very heavy casualtics from Isracli tank and antitank
fire

Since then the Soviets have been attempuing to devel-
op satisfactory concepts for governing the coordina-
tion of fire and mancuver of infantry and tank forces
Their current practice is o protect the infantry
vehicles from ATGM firc by dismounting the infantry
at & safc distance—-approximately 800 meters——from
defensive firc. Sovi ndicate that the com.
bined automatic fire’tro.. «w&infantrymen and the

_infantry vehicles would suppress cnemy antitank fire,
altowing the tanks that follow behind (0 overrun the
encmy postlic -

The Soviets recognize that even this solution suffers
{rom scrious faults. Limiting the tanks to the speed of
infantry advancing on foot presents the defender with
slow-moving targets; alternatively, allowing the tanks
to forge ahcad of the infantry prematurely would
disrupt the mutual supporting fire of the tanks and
infantry and would leave the tanks vulnerable 1o
antitank wcapon

Sovi_ " _}lso recognize that dismounted infan-
try once within 800 mcters of the cacmy would be
cxtremely vulnerable to small-arms firc. Despite the
problems inherent in a disinounted infantry assault,
however, writings on the subject by Colonel General
Merimskii, Chief of the Ground Forces™ Combat
Training Dircctorate, continue 10 assert that mounted

attacks should be cxecuted only when enemy defenses
arc weak or in a2 mecting engagement. In an article in
Voennyi Vestnik (Military Herah’i} from the late
1970s, Mcrimskii corrected officers who advocated
mounted attacks, declaring such attacks appropriate
only for special conditions. The latest available writ-
in_g_s gontinuc the emphasis on dismounted assaults.

Assaulting Urban Defenses

Assault on urban areas is the sccond specific assaull
activity distinguished by the Soviets. They typically
classify medium to large cities as urban terrain, but it
appears that they are cxpanding lhcur definition to
iaclude smaller built-up arcar

Recent Sovit]~ ]stalc that it would be almost
impossible 10 bypass or blockade every city encoun-
tered during an advance. Previously, Soviet doctrine
called for the bypass of urban centers in the interests
of maintaining high rates of an advance. The Soviets
rccognized that urban centers could rapidly be turned
into defensive strongpoints that would be difficult to
storm. A city could be conquered in a short time only
if attacking forces were able to drive into the city
before the defenders had a chance to prepare defen-
sive positions. In describing modcrn conventional op-
crations in the European lhcalcr a recent! C

Sovict milita C == SIS (e
large urban areas wnere sirccd nghting could occur lic
some 40 to 60 km apart along anticipated invasion
routes. Nearly all of these routcs arc in West
Germany (sce figure 2

The Soviets recognize that infantry is the only force
that can successfully assault urban objectives. Since
World War Il, Sovict armor ofﬁccrs havg consistently
pointed ouZ —ﬁ that tank
forCr,s are ih Suiee wos Lty uguung. A mdlcaldE
Athe Sovicts belicve that the commit-
wecrn OF larg . tank units to the scizure of citics, as was
donc in Berlin and Vienna in 1945, would result in a
fow offensive tempo and heavy tank losses. For exam-
ple, during the Soviet attack on Berlin, onc Sovict
tank army lost morc than 1,300 tanks and assault




Figure 2

ecret

Most Likely Soviet Invasion Routes in 2 NATO-Pact War

— o WEST(;
g o ‘—\GERMANY
& :
}
N,
! .

g
FRANCE »

v ame Tog GOR tas tocatod oo SWITZERILAND 7
kg wvgmately Lor B ~ Juecrrensren”
hing o8 bt SERN

*

<

-.,.._\

&,

\f.'o.e\

-

PRAGUE

CZECHOSLOVAKIA

, Funh ch

\ /
13 ALY

SWEDEN
DENMARK
Density of built-up areas '
Greatest A
3 Medium T . &
. . -
{1 Least " Pt
o 100 Edmetres ";A :
2 . 400 Maes - -
- ;e
N ¢ POLAND
- : U tonll O,.
.z . : P, - .
% . = T L e
-~ ; L
AN!“A‘.. - 3 »’\\
’ NETHERU\NDS : : rohd “ Hc/ékdg. CJ s
4 pin Hanhaver-Dodmund \___




The Last Hundred Meters

Despite dramatic changes in military technology
since World War I1, the close-assault role of infantry
has remained essentially unchanged. The Jollowing
quotation illustrates this point. It was written by the
French commanding officer of the 2nd baitalion, 81h
Moroccan Tirailleurs, who was killed in action in
May 1944 during the Monte Cassino batiles:

As far as infantry is concerned, | am morc than
ever convinced that the standard infantry action
consists in a body of attackers seeking hand-to-
hand combat. Bear in mind that all the ad-
vances in armament over the centurics have cnly
aimed at onc thing: to fire from as far away as
possible to avoid this hand-to-hand combat
which men fear. The job of infantry is 1o break
through enemy lincs; to do that they must getin
among those lincs. In an attack, no matter how
powerful the artillery and the heavy weapons,
there comes the moment when the infantryman
gets close to the enemy lines, all support ccases.
and he must mount the charge that is his last
argument, his sole raison d'etre. Such is the
infantryman’s war . . . {and] the objcct of his
training should be to prepare him for what onc
might call “the battle of the last hundred
melers ) '

guns over a two-week periond C j

clements of mowiizeu nite avisions
weinws) woutsprobably be detailed to destroy resis-
tance in urban arcas that could not be bypassed or
isolated. Tank divisions would be employed only if the
Sovicts felt NATO defenses were unorepared and
could be rapidly overwhelme:

Tactically, Sovict doctrine recognizes that the nature
of urban terrain would necessitate the use of indepen-
dently operating units. Such conditions would prevent

* The intensity of urban combat is reflccied in the face that the tank
army started with 667 tanks and assautt guns, and essentiatly lost
this initial inventory. had it reptaced. and then lost it again. Oaly
the closc location of maior tank repuic units al'owed the Suviets 10
replace these loss:

the mancuver of large units and cacumber command
and controf ’ h : rban objcc-
tives would 15iat Ue uviues vy « weasnoor of smaller
sectors 16 spiit the defender, with each sector de-
stroyed in turn. The basic Soviet combat clement for
these operations would be a dismounted mechanized
infantry battalion. The battalion would be reinforced
with mortars and some artillery and would have
combal engincers assigned for demolition and Alame
work. Tanks and infantry vehicles would be used only
for fire suppor -

Although Sovict military writing devotes considerable
altenticn to urban assaults, there is little evidence to
indica at Soviet troops are trained for such opcra-
tion'}’ T Indicate that there
arC 01Ny WU «u 1ue. wvwo wtvan warfare training
centers for Soviet troops stationed in Eastern Europc
and the western Soviet Union. In the Non-Soviet
Warsaw Pact (NSWP), however, Polish infantry and
East German border guard units receive much more
specialized training for urban operations. The Soviets
may believe that the limited training time available to
their two-year conscripts compels concentration on 2
limited number of skills, with the cxpectation that
these skills can be adapted to different situations. 1 is
also possible in somc instances that Polish and East
German units might be assigncg_to assualt and occupy
bypasscd urban area

Assaulting in Rough terrain

Attacking in rough terrain is the third specific Saviet
assault category. This type of assault has always been
an important facet of Sovict doctrine and would be
necessary in operations against NATO. The Soviets'
occupation of Afghanistan has served to heighten
their interest in such operations

The Sovicts recognize that rough terrain degrades the
cficctiveness of tank units. Sovict classified writings
and ficlding patterns indicate that infantry would
bear the bulk of the operational burden in such areas.
For example, there are no tank divisions present in the
mountainous Transcaucasus Military District (MD),
and the MR Ds ficlded there have much smatler tank




complements than do Soviet MRDs in the Western
Theater of Military Operations (TMO). Tactically,
the Sovicts expect that the terrain would direct the
flow of battic into scparate but coordinated actions by
independent task forces structured around infantry
battalions. The main attack would advance along
 valley floors using small flanking detachments or
tactical air assault forces to seize ridge lines and
passcs. Success would hinge on rapidly outflanking
cnemy positions and maintaining high advance rates,
thereby preventing the cncmy from reestablishing a
coordinated defens

Organization and Structure

The MRD is the basic Soviet infantry formation. It
consists of three infantry regiments and-onc tagk
regiment plus various combat support and service
support clements. Analyzing the MRD by applying
combat potcntial scores developed by Soviet military
planncrs shows how it has evolved into a well-
balanced combined-arms formation (scc figure 3).
This has been achieved, for the most part, through
increases in antitank weapons and infantry vehicles,
giving the Sovicl commander a more flexible
organizatic

The combat power that Sovict planncrs assign to
MRDs has grown substantially. Reflecting the up-
graded role assigned to infantry forces since the late
1960s. the Sovicts have considered an MRD to con-
tarn morc combat power than a tank division (scc
figurc 4). This s the result of the introduction of large
numbers of infantry vehicles, ATGMs, and improved
surfacc-10-211 missiles (scc figure 5). By the 1980s,
mcdernization and rcorganization of MRDs and tank
divisions had all but climinated the difference in
combat pow

The addition of mechanized infantry and fire-support
weapons into Soviet tank divisions has transformed
them into better balanced combined-arms units, how-
cver. Since the mid-1970s, motorized riflc battalions
have becen added (o tank regiments, significantly
cxpanding overall mechanized infantry forces. More
artillery has also been added to tank divisions and
regiments. Thesc organizational changes have ad-
dressed many of the defects found by the Sovicts in
their tank division

Equipment modceinization and reorganization of tank
units has essentially transformed motorized rific and
tank regiments ‘into comparable combincd-arms for-
mations. Onc typc of regiment is infantry heavy, while
the other is tank heavy. The motorized infantry
regiment would be useful, for example, in assaults
against prepared defenses. A tank regiment, exploit-
ing the speed, weight, and shock power of its tanks,
would be useful for rapidly shattering weakly pre-
pared defenses. This convergence indicates the contin-
ued adherence to ficlding two dis(incl types of regi-
ments and two types of divisions

The Sovicts have sought to provide their infantry with
a vehicle that could opcrate with tanks in all types of
terrain and battichicld conditions. Their doctrine re-
quires that infantry vchicles have both a long-range
antitank capability (3,000 to 4,000 mcters) provided
by ATGMs and a shorter range capability (1,000 to
2,000 meters) with avtomatic cannon for use against
lightly armored targets. The required protection levels
of infantry vehicies have also apparently been in-
creased, largely as a result of changes in the threat
posed by NATO. Previously, Soviet infantry vehicles
were protected only against shell fragments and
small-arms fire. They are now required o be protect-
cd against small-caliber automatic cannon fire such as
the 25-mm cannon on the US M2 Bradley. The
Soviets’ latest [FV, the improved BMP-2, has signifi-
cant fircpower and protection advantages over the

Bradley (sec append:
E _7 . :cconomic

~womuramts and maintainance consiacrauions have
compciled them to field a mix of fully capable tracked
infantry vehicles and less capable wheeled infantry
vehicles whose primary advantages arc that they arc
less cxpensive, casicr 1o maintain, and faster. The
trade-ofl of capability (of cost has cnabled the Sovicts
to mechanize a large number of MRDs faster than if
they had choscn to procure an eatirely tracked force.
Typically an MRD has onc regiment equipped with
tracked vchicles and two with wheeled vehicle
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Figure 3

M Soviet Perceptior: of Distribution of Power Within Maneuver Divisions.

1960 and 1985°
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Figure 4

Soviet Perception of Growth in Combat Power of Motorized

Rifle and Tank Divisions, 1960-85
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Limitations of Soviet Mechanized Infaatry

The Shrinking Soviet Squad

The infaniry squad is the basic combat element of the
ground forces. As the organization and cquipment of
infantry formations have evolved, the number of
infantrymen in a squad available for dismounted
assaults in many armies has shrunk:

19605 19805
Sovict T ) 7
us 10 6
British . do 7
West Germaa 6 6

9

This has been duc chiefly 1o the introduction of and
the improvements to infantry vehicles. Beginning with
the introduction of the BMP, the commander usually
did not lcave the vehicle during dismounted squad
operations, further reducing the number of infantry-
men available. For thesc reasons, the number of
infantrymen available for assaults has progressively
shrunk from 14 in 1950 Jo seven in 1985 (sce figure 6).

The development of Sovict and Western combined-
arms forces for modern battleficld opcrations has
cesulted in the substitution of firepower in the form of
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Figure S
The Improving Equipment of Soviet Mechanized Infantry
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Figure 6
Evolution of (he Soviet Motorized Rifle Squad
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hecavily armed infantry vehicles for dismounted infan-
trymen. For example, although automatic grenade
launchers have been introduced in Soviet motorized
rific battalions, in an assault fircpower could not fulty
compensate for a man on the ground with a rifie. This
1s especially important in urban warfare

r
J

.jvn:rlu war (1 and postwar mulitary cxpericnce
nas shown that smaller infantry squads are less
capablc of absorbing casualtics and maintaining the
cohcsion and eflectiveness necessary to accomplish
these missions. The offensive, the most common Sovi-
ct mission, will cxposc infantry to higher casualties
than thosc from dcfensive opcrations, where defenders
are occupying prepared positions. The shrinking
squad size could quickly blunt the Sovict capability 1o
conduct dismounted infantry assaults. Even a2 modest
drop in riflc strength would rapidly degrade ghe
offensive capability of a Sovict MR[

Sbortfalls in Infantry Mechsnization

The Sovicts have the bulk of their mosi modern
infantry vehicles in their forces opposite NATO,
where all but a small number of motorized riflc
regiments have been mechanized. Nearly half of the
rest of the force, however, lacks a full complement of
their authorized infantry vehicles (sec figure 7). In the
nitial period of a war, some of the shortfalls could be
alleviated by drawing on infantry vehicles stored in
national-level depots or by using vehicles salvaged’
{rom the battleficld. Nonctheless, a large number of
Sovicl_MBDs would still have only truck transporta-
tion,

Insomc arcas, such zs in the southwestern USSR, this
shortfall could have an immedia i
impact on opcra(ionsL_ ’

jT¥uck-mountcu intantry, oVer half of

thc Suvict 107CES in the region, would be of limited use
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Figure 7
Motorized Infantry Regiments Lacking ‘Transport
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against cohcrent NATO defenses, especially if they
were committed to operations against NATO forces
in West Germa

The infantry vehicle shortfall in the rest of the Soviet
force might not have as significant an impact. If
committed against NATO, these divisions could be
uscd in arcas where the Sovicts were on the defensive,
frccing more capable divisions for offensive combat.
The Soviets may also plan to use these nonmechan-
ized MRDs only after NATO forces had been severe-
ly reduced. In areas such as South Asia, potential
opponcnts would not be as formidable as NATO,
allowing a greater role for nonmechanized infantry.
Some of the MRDs lacking armored infantry trans-
port might also be designated as a reserve during 2
protracted war or as a sougce of trained replacements
for betier equipped uni

Almost all of the NSWP countries have mechanized
their infantry forces (o a level at least equal to Soviet
forces in the Western TMO. Only Bulgarian infantry
lacks sufficient infantry transport. The Bulgarians are
making cfforts to corrcct this deficiency, including the
production of domestically modificd infantry vehicles.
In the rest of the NSWP forces, only low-strength
divisions lack transport for infantry, but these divi-
sions would probably not bc_gogmitted to initial
opcrations against NAT

Problems of Command

The task of effectively training and employing 2
modern Sovict motorized rifle regiment has become
progressively more complex and difficult, especially in
the last 10 years. Until the carly 1970s, regimental
commandecrs were chicfly responsible for dirccting the
mancuver of their own infantry and tanks. Since then,
they have been given additional responsibilities for
control over the employment of firc-support, antitank,
and antiaircraft weapogs. gs.well as the coordination
of tactical air supp

Sovict unclassificd writings suggest that commanders
havc not been consisteatly successful in welding these
varicd combat clements into an cffective combined-
arms formation. For cxample, Soviet officers are
criticized in training cxcrciscs for attacking ca-
trenched cnemy positions without artillery support or
for failing to incorporatc air defense or cngincer

indicatcs that the Sovict ex-

Ticec ot signe. ..tan also has been marked by
problems in intcgrating combined-arms forces into
coherent units. The extent of such control problems
throughout the Ground Forces is not known. Never-
theless, the military lcadership appears to recognize
the threat such operational deficiences pose to Smg‘cl
capabilities to conduct offensive operatior

considerations mﬂdr operations plan. Evidence

Persistent problems in developing combined-arms
skills probably result, in part, from shortcomings in
the training program. Training is acknowledged in
Sovf- ‘5 to be gencrally unrealistic and unde-
mana..1g, awu there appears to be a lack of sufficient
specialized infantry training. For example, only two to
four training centers for urban operations have been
identificd within the Western TMO, and, although
Soviet doctrine recognizes the need for specialized
training in rough terrain, we have no cvidence that
such training 1s conducted on an appreciable scale.
Similarly, Sovict planners realize that NATO will
employ a widc varicty of barriers (such as mines and
concertina wire), but there is no appreciable training
in barrier cleart "

QOutlook for Soviet Mechanized Infantry

Change in Mission

Analysis of the Sovicts” writings and organizational
changes indicates that they intend to assign mecha-
nized infantry an cxpanded role for uture operations.
The increased importance attached to close assault
and urban warfare in Sovict doctrine will probably
causc continued stress on the role of infantry forces
within combined-arms formation

Continued improvements in NATO defensive capabil-
itics will also Icad the Sovicts to emphasize the rolc of
combined-arms formations structured around mnecha-
nized infantry in overcoming these defenses. Improve-
ments in mechanized infantry capabilitics may also
lcad to the assumption of new rolescsuch asgexploita-
tion of breakthroughs (scc figure
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Sigus of New Ocganizational and Structural
Approaches
There are at least three possible options the Soviets
may consider for further improvement of their mecha-
nized infantry: retaining and improviag the existing
structure, moving toward a universal division, or
radically reorganizing some or all c_xisu’ng divisions
into a corps/brigadc structur -

Retaining the Motorized Rifle and Tank Division.
The most likely option is a continuation of present
trends. The reorganization of tank divisions into tank-
hcavy combined-arms formations and the equipment
modernization in both tank and motorized riflc divi-
sions have improved the capabilitics of both types of
units ate on the modern battleficl f ~

- ndicate the Sovicts consider'tesc «.
sevnis W TT A sentially cqual in combat power, al-
though onc is tank hcavy, the other mechanized
infantry heavy. Retaining the current structure would
also be the least disruptive of the three choices in
terms of training and cquipment procuremc

r

L j e gresEst g Rwah
Uutfang cne nekt LU years wut probably occur in the
quality of assigned firc-support weapons and infantry
vchicles. Over the last decade, MRDs have been
rcceiving automatic-cannon-armed BMPs and auto-
matic firc-support weapons such as grenade launchers
and mortars. This trend would probably continuc with
the fielding of automatic-cannon-armed wheeled vehi-
cles ;{nd improved autematic firc-supporl weapons

L : o

TUFLNCT 1TNPFrUvVE VIR CaPd Otacs, tne doviels have
dccided to move toward a force consisting primarily of
fully tracked or "‘hcavy™ infantry. A significant num-
ber of Soviet MR Ds, as well as somc in the NSWP.
will probably convert 10 a fully tracked structure. or
will have at least two tracked regiments and onc
wheeled regiment (see figurc 9). These improvements
would significantly cnhaace the combat capabilitics of
MR Ds opposite NATC

Uandversal Division. A sccond but less likely option i<
the conversion of motorized riflc and tank divisions
into universal divisions. The Soviets” militar

from the middlc and late 19705 and recent organiza-
tional changes indicate that they may belicve that
devclopments in NATO forces will require balanced
combined-arms units—including battalions similar to
those in the independent army corps—for virtually all
operations. The universal division would probably
rctain four mancuver regimen -

Among the bencfits of a universal aivision would be
simplification of front- and theater-level staff plan-
ning. Stafls would no longer have to consider reorga-
nizations of subordinate ficld armics to achieve an
appropriate mixturc of tank and motorized rific divi-
sions for a particular mission. They would need only
to consider the size of the force required. A universal
division would also improve combined-arms integra-
tion and case training problems, producing greater
combat power. We have no evidence that the Soviels
arc presently considering a universal division. Such a
proposal was advanced in the carly 1960s and was
strongly debated by senior Ground Forces officers in
military journals until then Minister of Qchnsc Ro-
dian Malinovskiy decided against

Corps/Brigade. The lcast likely alternative is the
complete restructuring of the Soviet ground forces
1010 army corps composcd of brigades. Such corps
would be large and would resemble Western divisions
10 terms of therr firc- and combat-support elements
{scc figurc 10) Since 1982 the Sovicts have created
two ncw aray corps, but these appareatly arce intend-
cd 1o fulhlf special missions. In 1987 the Hungarians
began to convert three divisions into two army corps.
f11s unclcar whether a parallel restructuring will
oczur throughout the Pact or is related to Hungarian
cfforts 1o conserve manpow

Conversion 10 a corps/brigade structure such as in the
Soviet new army corps offcrs improvements in
combined-arms capability and sustainability. Therc
arc major drawbacks, however. Large-scale conver-
sion would disrupt training, and therefore readiness.
for a significant period of time. The increased amount
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Figure 8
Soviet Concept of Breakthrough and Exploitation:
Kirovograd Operation, 5-16 January 1944
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In the Kirovograd Operation, the Soviet 2nd Ukraini-
an Front, attacking along a 100-kilometer front,
pushed back and destrayed clements of the German
8th Army. On S January, two Sovict combined-arms
armics attacked on the Front's right wing, one on the
left (a). The German lines were quickly picreed, and
mobile forces consisting of threc tank and mechanized
corps were committed on the right, and one tank army
was committed on the left. The forces on the right
wing dcfeated a two-division German counterattack
(b). The Soviet mobile forces linked up west of the city
of Kirovograd, encircling clements of the German 8th
Army (c) on 7 January. The Sovict forces now paused,

-

apparently becausc of supply problems, allowing the
Germans 1o transfer four tank divisions to the threat-
cned scctor. Sovict attempts to renew the offensive
were halted by the German armored counterattack,
stabilizing the frontlines until the spring. The maxi-
mum Sovict penctration was 70 kilometers.

This illustration is drawn from a text prepared in the
Frunze Combincd-Arms Academy cntitled Encircle-
ment Operations and Combart (1983). The forces
involved arc comparable to a2 modern Soviet front-
level operation.
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Figure 9 .
Projected Soviet Creation of “Heuvy™ Motorized
Rifle Divisions in the Western TMO®

Number of divisions

: -

' 1 ' [

0 yogs % 95

' New army cogps arc counted as MRDs in totals.

of support equipment would also be 2 major expendi-
turc. The creation of the smaller Hungarian corps will
be less expensive but will still cause significant train-
ing disruption. For thesc reasons, the Soviets will
probably create only nine new army corps, intended
for special functions such as acting as an opcrational
mancuver grou

Continued Shortfalls in Infantry Mechanization

We expect little increase in the number of infantry
units cquipped with a full complement of infantry
vehicles by the year 2000. If production rates remain
at current projected levels, a high proportion of the
new vehicles will be replacements for older ones
nearing the end of their 30-year service life. We
expect the greatest upgrade to take place in Sovict

forces :n the Far East. Thesc forces will probably be
mcchznized 10 a level comparable 1o that of Soviet
forces opposite NATO. Soviet Far Eastern forces
have traditionally received new ecquipment only after
it has been widely ficlded in the West but ahcad of
other TMOs. Only modest improvements are expected
in the mechanization of forces in the southern, south-
western, and central portions of the Sovict Union. The
projected changes will improve Soviet capabilities
against China but will not significantly alter the
availability of reserves from the interior MD-

Developing Soviet Assault Tactics

Future improvements in Sovict infantry vehicle pro-
tection and firepower may make mounted infantry
less vulnerable to NATO antitank weapons, thercby
allowing the infantry to dismount closer to NATO
positions. Increased numbers of rapid-firc weapons in
Sovict assault forces could also provide more reliable
suppressive fire, helping the infantry to dismount and
cover the distance to gpposing forces without sustain-
ing severe lossc

There are 2lso indications that Sovict infantry is
adopting more effective tactics for closing with the
enemy. Soviet infantry in East Germany was recently
obscrved using a US:style “bounding-overwatch” pro-
cedure, in which platoon elements alternate in moving
forward and providing covering fire. This tactical
maneuver enables infantry to more effectively con-
duct 3 dismounted assault than by using a line-
abreagt formation that has been the Sovet practice.

implications for NATO

In a conventional Europcan war, NATO soldiers in
Central Europe would facce a firstlific Soviet force
with large numbers of mechanized infantry in com-
bincd-arms formations that would be equipped with
rclatively well-protected, heavily armed, and mancu-
verable infantry vehicles. The presence of these vehi-
cles would complicate NATO defensive efforts that
would alrcady be burdened with defeating heavily

16
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Figure 10

Possible Soviet Organizations for Employing Mechanized Infantry

in Combined-Arms Operations

MRD- New Army Corpe
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Mcn 14.000 26500 17,000 (same 23 MRD}
Tanks 220 394 391
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120-iam self-propelled . 9
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SAMs 36 88 L]
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armorcd and lethal Soviet tanks. In most scctors, until
the Soviets penctrated NATO positions, the bulk of
(mc_g‘ssaull forces would be mechanized infantry.

The estimated armor protection levels of Soviet infan-
try vehicles might require NATO forcees to expend
ATGMs against these vehicles instead of reserving
them for usc against tanks. The assessed protection of
the upgraded BMP tracked IFV (with add-on armor)
through the frontal 60-degree arc makes the upgraded

BMP impervious to .50-caliber machinegun and 20-
mm cannon fire, including armor-picrcing discarding
sabot rounds; it could probably be pierced by a 25-mm
cannon, but only within S00 meters.* This would
virtuslly preclude the use of the main gun mounted on
NATO infantry vchicles as a defensc against Pact

* Upgraded BMP-1 and BMP-2 IFVs are protected with gdditional
armor on the turrct, glacis, and side of the vehic

S/ex(




BMPs until NATO fields improved ammunition in
the carly 1990s. Becausc the cannon on the M2
Bradley could penctrate the upgraded BMF only at
short range, the Bradley could be defeated by ap-
proaching BMP-2s from ranges of 3,000 meters be-
forc it could return effective fire.? BMPs without the
upgraded armor would be vulaerable to 25- to 30-mm
cannon firc, but not to .50-caliber machineguns. (Sce
the appendix for a detailed cxplanation of infantry
vehicle protection -

US 30-mm aircraft cannons, mounted in the A-10
Thunderbolt, will also remain effective against the
upgraded BMP armor. The 20-mm gun carried on
older AH-1 Cobra helicopters will be cflective against
the upgraded BMPs only at ranges under 300 meters
frontally and 1,000 meters from the side. Other air-
dclivered top-attack munitions will remaig cflective
against all Soviet infantry vehicl

The firepower of upgraded Soviet BMPs, combincd
with their protection levels, places NATO infantry
vehicles at a significant range disadvantage. An

M?2 Bradicy engaged against an upgraded BMP-1|
would be at a 700-meter disadvantagc; against the
BMP-2 that disadvantage would be 3,000 meters.
This would probably force US commanders cither to
usc the TOW antitank guided missiles carricd by the
Bra‘dlcy or (o lry to close engagement ranges through
usc of terrain or smoke. It would be difficult for US
commandcrs to differentiate upgraded BMPs from
older modcis at battlefield ranges, and they would
probably have to assume that all were upgraded. If
TOWSs were to be conserved for use against Soviet
tanks, the range disadvantage would place a premium
on the ability of US commanders to mancuver their
units tactically. NATO mechanized infantry would
probably have to rely mors on artitlery and air suppagy
or be reinforced with more antiarmor weapor.

The range disadvantage of NATO armored vchicles
could persist into the future. Improvements in protec-
tion levels on the M2 Bradley could be offsct by

* Such penetration can be achieved by using a tungsicn alloy armor-
picreing discarding sabot round that reportedly cxists far the

BMP-2. With the stecl armor-picerding rouad that has been cxplont- *

¢d in thc West, the BMP-2 probably could defeat the Bradley at a
range of 1,500 1o 1.800 mctcrs. Add-on armor now in development
Loc thePradley, however, will probably defcat both these rounds.

ret

developments in Sovict 30-mm ammunition or, more
likely, use of a larger-caliber automatic cannon on the
new tracked IFV. We asscss that a new Soviet tracked
infantry vehicle will be in opcration by 1990 and will
feature protection levels at least equal to upgraded
BMP-2s. We believe that this next IFV will incorpo-
rate laminate armor sufficient to offset gains in the
penctration capability of the 25-mm cannon mounted
on the M2 Bradley. The new IFV also will probably
mount reactive (explosive) armor capable of defeating
lightweight antitark weapons such as the Light An-
tiarmor Weapon (LAW). The Soviets have also em-
ployed cffective countermeasures to defend against
some ATGMs and arc likely to attempt to develop
others. Medium and large shaped charge munitions
will probably remain effective again_sl all light ar-
méred vehicles (sce appendix —

As a war in Central Europe progressed, vulnerabilities
in Soviet and NSWP mechanized infantry forces
would reduce their advantages against NATO forces.
Many Soviet infantry units, especially those in the
second cchelon, arc equipped with older, less capable
infantry vchicles that would be at a significant range
disadvantage versus the M2 Bradley or British
MCV-80. This might compel Pact infantry to dis-
mount at longer ranges or risk greater losses of both
vehicles and onboard infantry. In cither event, com-
bined-arms cohesion of Pact units would be disrupted,
lcaving both tanks and mechanized infantry morc
vulnerable and less cffective

Military experience indicates that reduction in the
numbers of infantrymen in Soviet assault echelons
increases the chances that even small-percentage
{osses of divisional manpowecr, concentrated among
infantrymen, would reduce offensive capability, espe-
cially dismounted infantry attacks. For example, the
loss of 100 to 150 infantrymen (up tp half of the
approximatcly 300 infantrymen in a battalion) in a
Soviet motorized rifie battalion would severcly de-
gradc its capability to conduct dismounted assaults. If
NATO infaniry could exploit this problem, an attack
by an unrcinflorced first strategic echelon could be
blunted in a short period of time. Engaging the




Sovicts in high-attrition battles, such as in citics,
would only speed up the degradation in combat power.
Soviet doctrinc indicates that, as an MR D sustained
casualtics, the surviving infantrymen would be con-
centrated to bring a limited number of battalions up
to full strength, producing fewer available units for
assault

Reverse Blank 19
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Appendix

Infantry Vehicles for
the Modern Battleficld

Soviet infantry vehicle design requirements have not
been modified significantly since the carly 1960s,
when Soviet designs began to reflect the nced to
transport and protect infantry on a nuclear battleficld.
They continuc to call for:

An ability to keep up with tanks on the battlefield.
Protection against shell fragments, heavy machine-
gun fire, and probably automatic cannon firc.
Armament consisting of an ATGM for engaging
cnemy armored vehicles and an automatic weapon
for engaging enemy nonarmored and lightly ar-
mored targets.

An ability to carry an infantry squad that can firc
from inside the vehicle.

A fully amphibious capability with minimal
preparation. _

A capability to operate in a nuclear, biological. or
chemical environment.

* A low silhouette.

= A rcliable night-fighting capability._

* A low-production-cost vehiclr ~

Since the mid-1960s, Soviet vehicie designers have
attempted to fulfill these requirements with (wo types
of vehicles, neither of which fully satisfies alt of the
requirements. The first type consisted of tracked
vehicles, particularly the BMP-1, fielded in 1965.
This design satisfied all of the requirements listed
above except for the last—cost and simplicity. The
second set of vehicies was a series of wheeled vehicles.
These were slightly less maneuverable than their
tracked counterparts and werc more lightly armed
and armorcd, but were simpler and cheaper to pro-
duce. They also were morc reliable and had_better
capability to move over long distance

Soviet Infantry Vebicle Production

The Sovict inventory of infantry vehicles is the world's
largest. Currently there are nearly 55,000 BMPs and
BTRs (wheeled APCs) in active Sovict army units and
several thousand morc in training units, maintainance
floats, and war reserve stocks. In addition, NSWP
ground force unils arc cquipped with an estimated

2!

11,000 infantry vchicles, and a sizable number of
infantry vchicles are exported to Third World coun-
tries. To support this large requirement, the Soviets,
along with their Pact allies, ny‘xinlain a substantial
vehicle production bass & -

The need 1o mechanize a large number of Soviet
infantry divisions and the continual requirement to
keep abreast of technological advances has resulted in
a high annual rate of infantry vehicle production. We
estimate that some 22,500 BMPs and 16,000 BTRs
were produced during the last 10 years. This produc-
tion ratc has been sufficicnt 10 keep Soviet forces
opposite NATO cquipped with a mix of modern
tracked and whecled vehicles, while at the same time
allowing for the replacement of obsolete vehicles, or
the initial fielding of new ones, in units in the USSR s
interic )

The BMVY Series .

The BMP-1 was the first truc infantry fighting
vehicle capable of supporting the infantry on the
battlefield as opposed to only providing transport.
Although none of the components in the BMP-1 were
state of the art in the late 1960s—the gun, missile,
and power plant all had been developed in the late
1950s and carly 1960s—their usc in the BMP marked
a revolutionary departure from previous series of
infantry vchicles -

In 1980 an improved version of the BMP scrices, the
BMP-2, was ficlded. This vehicle featured better
firepower and protection, as well as imprgvcd suspen-
sion, but carried onc less-passenge

Firepower. Pechaps the most important feature of
both the BMP-1 and BMP-2 is their fircpower. The
BMP-i's cannon and ATGM (AT-} Sagger) can
cngage a wide range of targets at ranges up to 3,000
meters. The ATGM is the vehicle's primary antiar-
mor weapon, and it can kill all NATO tanks except

}W/
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the more modern US M1 Abrams, German Leopard
I1, and British Challenger. Its cannon is cffective only
out to 1,300 meters and is intended for usc against
unarmored targets and against those within the mini-
mum cfTective range of the ATGM. It could, however,
kill older US tanks such as the M48 and M6C — ~

Probably in response to NATO deployment of small-
caliber automatic cannon, improved protection of
NATO light armored vehicles, and the need to deliver
large volumes of direct fire against NATO antiarmor
weapons, the BMP-2 mounts 2 30-mm automatic
cannon. The move to this gun continues to allow
BMPs to engage NATO light armored vehicles with
the main gun, saving the ATGM for tanks. The
30-mm cannon also gave the BMP-2 a capability
against low-flying aircraft and helicopters. It also
fires the AT-5 Spandrel ATGM with increased range
(4,000 m), armor penetration, and accuracy. The
Sovicts arc also rclroﬁtli_n_g the AT-S system to at
least some BMP-* ~

Protection. Unclassificd Soviet sources state that
infantry vehicles arc not meant to be protected irom
all threats. For its size and weight, the BMP-1
achieved a considerable degree of protection, having
sufficient armor to defend itsclf against small-arms
firc up to .50 caliber and shell fragments. Any shaped
charge weapon, such as the US LAW or TOW, could
defeat a BMP-1, but NATO's usc of such weapons
against the BMP would divert resources that might
otherwise be used against tanks, which ultimately arc
the more dangerous target

[n the carly 1980s, numcrous BMPs appcared, chicfly
in Afghanistan, cquipped with additional armor con-

sisting of side skirts, hullside armor, turrct armor, and -

floormats. The armor modifications in Afghanistan
were probably designed to improve protection against
light antiarmor weapons (12.7-mm and [4.5-mm
machineguns) and antitank mines in the hands of the
Afghan insurgents. In addition, the BMP-2 design
appears to include a thicker lower front glac

Mobility. The BMP's diesel engine provides enough

power to cnable the BMP to keep up with all currently
fielded Soviet main battle tanks. The BMP can also

ret

compensate for the limited armor protection by using
mobility and speed to present a more difficult target
o thc cncm =~

Production. Since 1965, BM P production has been
centered at onc large production facility in Kurgan.
This plant has produced an average of approximately
2,000 10 3,000 BMPs per ycar. Until 1985 the BMP-1
was the plant's main product, but since then produc-
tion has shifted completely to the BMP-2. The
Kurgan plant has recently been modernized with new
machince tools that are probably intended for produc-
tion of a follow-on vehicle to replace the BMP series.
This new yehicle will probably enter production by
1990

The BTR Series

In 1963 the BTR-60PB was the first wheeled vehicle
fielded to satisfy the requirements listed above. In
1978 the improved BTR-70 was introduced. It fea-
tured belter protection and more powerful engines.
The BTR-80, first scen in 1985, is the latest develop:
ment in wheeled armered infantry transporte

Firepower. The BTR-80 1s armed with a turrct-
mounted 14.5-mm hcavy machinegun, which is de-
signed, according to unclassified writings, 0 be used
primanly against unarmored enemy targets and, sec-
ondarily, against lightly armored targets and helicop-
ters. The BTR-80 lacks the antitank czpability that is
found on the BMP. The crew or passengers of the
3TR-80 would carry rocket-propelled grenades or the
30-mm AGS-17 automatic grenade launcher, but
ncither is capable of defeating newer NATO tanks
Morcover, the weapon opcrator would have to expose
himself from a vehicle hatch to f: )

Protection. The BTR-80 reportedly features impreved

protection over that of the BTR-70"The BTR-70 is
protected against .50-caliber machinegun fire through
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the froatal arc but is probably vulnerable to perlora-
tion by 25-mm cannon fire out to ranges of 3,000
meters.* Like the BMP, the BTR-80 would be vulner-
able to shaped charge weapon

Mobility. In contrast to the B1R-70’s twin gasoline
engines, the BTR-80 has a single dicsel enginc that
increases the vehicle's power and milcage and reduces
its vulnerability to fucl fircs. Because of the higher
ground pressure of wheeled vehicles, the BTR-70's
cross-country mancuvcrability is only about 90 per-
cent that of the BMP. Sovict sources, however, do not
appear to belicve that this is an operational shortcom-
ing. A recent unclassified description of the BTR-70
boasts that the vehicle can carry out successful com-
bat actions in any geographic rcgion or climatic zonc.
This indicates that the Soviets believe that a wheeled
vchicle can mect the requirement that an infantry
vehicle be ablg {o accompany tanks through all types
of tesrau

Froduction. Production of the BTR series has been
shared by 2 number of plants, but since the mid-1980s
BTR production has been concentrated at a plant in
Arzamas. BTRs have been turned out at an average
rate of approximatcly 1,000 to 2,000 per year, a level
similar to that of the BMP. By 1990 it s probable
'_l_ﬁzu a\fr.\ll(\won to the BTR-80 will be 1n production
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Future Soviet Infantry Vchicles

Savie ndicate that the Sovicts remain firmiy
comm /7T 10 armored forces on the battleficld in the
facc of qualitative jumps in the cflectivencss of con-
ventional antiarmor weapons. All available evidence
indicates that they arc heavily involved in new infan-
try vehicle prograr.

The Sovicts have good reasons to continue to design
new infantry vehicles. The BMPs and BTRs both
were designed against a sct of requirements that are
becoming dated in the face of continual improvements
in conventional weapons. New Sovict tanks currently
under devclopment may also demand a morc capabic
infantry vehicle if combincd-arms integrity is to be
further develope

Past practice ana unclassified writings indicate that
the next generation of infantry vehicles (tracked

and /or wheeled) will share a common chassis. The
Sovicts refer to this concept as a “family of vehicles.™
For example, the BMP chassis has been used as the
basis for command, reconnaissance, ambulance, and
probably s;l[:propcllcd mortar versio
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